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The January Effect Anomaly 
Reexamined In Stock Returns 





We examined the presence of January effect in international stock returns for the recent time period, January 1997 
to December 2014.  Our results provide conclusive evidence that January effect no longer exists in stock returns 
during recent years.  These results were remarkably consistent when we investigated existence of January effect by 
sub-periods separating the time period of 2008-09 when stock market largely plummeted internationally.  The 
results of this study support growing literature that indicates January effect does not exist anymore in stock returns.   
  





he January effect suggests a systematic pattern in security prices.  According to the January effect, the 
mean raw returns of January month are significantly higher than mean returns of other eleven months 
of the year.  On the other hand, the efficient market theory suggests that the price of a security at any 
time fully reflects all available and existing information that is relevant to that security.  The efficient market theory 
suggests that successive price changes are random over time and therefore there should be no monthly systematic 
pattern in stock returns.  Therefore, the existence of January effect in stock market returns is not consistent with the 
theory of market efficiency. 
 
The January effect is perhaps the most well-publicized market anomaly discussed in academic as well as 
professional literature.  Some researchers suggest that the January effect continues to exist in the stock market 
despite its popularity over the years.  Other researchers refute this conclusion and indicate January effect is either 
not prevalent any more or has at least lost its momentum in later years of their study.  Then, there are some 
researchers who claim January effect is no longer existent in U.S. stock market but prevail in stock market returns of 
other regions of the world.  Some researchers also indicate that the January effect may exist in emerging stock 
markets as these markets are relatively less efficient than their developed counterparts.  We believe further 
examination of the (non) existence of the January effect in U.S. stock market, developed and emerging stock 
markets as well as major regional stock markets utilizing recent data will contribute significantly to the existing 
literature on market efficiency and anomalies.  In the next section, we discuss some literature relevant to this study.  





Bhabra, Dhillon and Ramirez (1999) found existence of November effect in stock returns after the enactment of 
1986 Tax Reform Act.  Additionally, they state January effect became more pronounced after 1986 in comparison to 
previous years.  Chen and Singal (2003) found a December effect in stock returns.  Chen and Singal add January 
effect continues to exist in stock returns because it is difficult to exploit due to transaction related costs. 
 
Gu and Simon (2003) state January effect exhibit a declining trend in U.K. stock market over the years.  They 
further add the contribution of January returns to the overall year's return is relatively small during good market 
years and relatively large during bad market years.  In another study, Gu (2003) state January effect is weakening in 
large as well as small firm indices of stock markets of Canada, France, Germany, Japan and United Kingdom.  Patel 
and Evans (2003) state January month returns are higher than that of other eleven months in stock returns of the 
T 
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seven most industrialized nations for the  period 1960 to 2001.  However, January effect is most prevalent during the 
1970s.  Furthermore, Patel and Evans found December through May returns were significantly higher than June 
through November returns in these stock markets. 
 
Al-Saad and Moosa (2005) indicate absence of January effect but presence of a July effect in Kuwait stock returns.  
On the other hand, Haug and Hirschey (2006) found presence of January effect in U.S. small stock returns.  They 
state January effect does not appear to be affected by Tax Reform Act of 1986.  Haug and Hirschey add persistence 
of January effect in stock returns over the years poses a serious challenge to efficient market hypothesis. 
 
Asteriou and Kavetsos (2006) examined January effect as a test of market efficiency in eight transition economies.  
Specifically, they examined January effect in stock returns of Czech Republic, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, 
Romania, Russia, Slovakia and Slovenia.  Asteriou and Kavetsos found presence of January effect in stock markets 
of most countries that they examined in their study.  In particular, they found stronger evidence of the presence of 
January effect in stock markets of Hungary, Poland and Romania. 
 
Patel (2008) found existence of November-December effect and March-to-May effect in the Indian Stock Market.  
More specifically, he documented November-December returns were significantly higher than returns of the 
remaining ten months and March-to-May returns were significantly lower than returns of the other nine months of 
the year.  On the other hand, Mylonakis and Tserkezos (2008) found significant higher returns in January and 
alternately lower returns in November in the Athens stock market.  However, they indicate January mean returns 
have fallen in later years of their study indicating a weakening January effect. 
 
He and He (2011) state January effect is related to the size effect.  In particular, they report the presence of January 
effect is related to the size effect before 1986 and alternately, the November effect that exists after 1986 is not 
related to the size effect.  He and He summarized that there is a major shift from January effect to November effect 
in both large-cap as well as small-cap stock returns.  Alternately, Patel (2012) state size effect is not related to 
January effect in recent years.  More specifically, Patel found small firms did not generate significantly different 
returns than large firms in developed as well as emerging stock markets.  Furthermore, size premiums were not 
significantly higher in the month of January over non-January months in developed as well as emerging stock 
markets.  Patel concluded developed and emerging stock markets do not exhibit a size effect or a reverse size effect 
and size premiums does not appear to be influenced by January month returns. 
 
Agnani and Aray (2011) indicate presence of January effect in stock returns.  They examined presence of January 
effect in different volatility regimes, i.e. during high volatility and low volatility time periods.  The authors found 
evidence of existence of the January effect in both volatility periods.  However, the prevalence of January effect is 
larger during high volatility time period.  On the other hand, Friday and Hoang (2015) examined seasonality in 
Vietnam Stock Exchange and found significant positive returns in the month of April whereas significant negative 
returns in the month of July. 
 
We recognize January effect is a well-documented market anomaly that is of tremendous interest to researchers.  It 
is important to mention that existence of calendar anomalies such as January effect can be very sensitive to specific 
time periods.  The finance literature recently appears to largely indicate January effect have either declined or has 
altogether diminished in major stock markets.  However, we note exceptions as some researchers indicate 
prevalence of this popular stock market anomaly in global stock market returns.  We believe discussion on this 
intriguing stock market anomaly continue to remain of interest to researchers as well as practitioners.  This research 




The primary purpose of this research is to investigate the existence of the January effect in U.S. as well as other 
international stock markets in recent years.  Therefore, we extracted index data of several broad stock market indices 
from the Russell Indexes data website.  Specifically, we collected daily index values of the following six broad stock 
market indices: (1) the U.S. stock index represented by Russell 3000 index, (2) the Russell Developed stock index, 
(3) the Russell Asia-Pacific stock index, (4) the Russell Europe stock index, (5) the Russell Latin-America stock 
index, (6) and the Russell Emerging stock index. 
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The daily index values of these indices are available from July 1996 except the data of Russell 3000 index is 
available from January 1995.  We are interested in comparing January returns with mean returns of all other eleven 
months of the year.  Therefore, we investigate the January effect for the time period, January 1997 to December 
2014.  For this purpose, we initially collected daily values of last trading day of each month for the six index series 
from December 31, 1996 to December 31, 2014.  Utilizing standard return formula, we calculated monthly returns 
of each index series from January 1997 to December 2014 which resulted in eighteen years of data of 216 monthly 




We initially report summary statistics of the six stock indices for the overall period, January 1997 to December 
2014.  The six stock indices examined in this study include U.S. stock index, developed stock index, three major 
regional stock indices as well as emerging stock market index.  We believe results of this study will provide 
important insight in investigating the existence of January effect in stock returns.  The results are reported in Table 
1.  All the six stock indices generated positive mean monthly returns.  The U.S. stock index represented by Russell 
3000 stock index generated monthly returns of 0.75 percent with standard deviation of 4.61 percent.  In comparison, 
the developed stock index generated relatively lower returns (0.69 percent) and higher standard deviation (4.64 
percent) than that of the U.S. stock index.  The three regional stock indices generated mean monthly returns of 1.30 
percent (Latin-America), 0.70 percent (Europe) and 0.48 percent (Asia-pacific) respectively.  The standard deviation 
of returns is relatively higher for Latin-America (8.39 percent) stock index compared to standard deviations of Asia-
Pacific (5.39 percent) and Europe (5.47 percent) stock indices.  Finally, the emerging stock index generated mean 
monthly returns of 0.77 percent with standard deviation of 7.05 percent during the January 1997 to December 2014 
period. 
 
Table 1. Summary Statistics of Overall Time Period 
January 1997 to December 2014 
 Russell 3000 Developed Asia-Pacific Europe Latin-America Emerging 
Mean 0.75 0.69 0.48 0.70 1.30 0.77 
SD 4.61 4.64 5.39 5.47 8.39 7.05 
N 216 216 216 216 216 216 
 
Next, we investigate existence of January effect in these six stock indices for the overall period, January 1997 to 
December 2014.  The initial OLS regression equation investigates if January returns are significantly higher than the 
mean returns of the other eleven months of the year.  The specific equation utilized for this purpose is as follows: 
 
Rit =  β0 + βiJanuary + εt  (1) 
 
In equation 1, the Rit is the monthly return of each of the six index series utilized in this study.  The estimated 
coefficient of βiJanuary is a dummy variable equal to 1 for January returns and 0 for the returns of the other eleven 
months.  Therefore, the βiJanuary coefficient represents the difference between mean monthly returns during 
January over mean monthly returns of the other eleven months.  The β0 represents the mean monthly returns of the 
other eleven (non-January) months.  Thus, if the βiJanuary is positive and statistically significant, then it indicates 
the existence of January effect as mean returns of January are significantly higher than the mean returns of the other 
eleven months of the year.  The results of this analysis are reported in Table 2. 
 
For the Russell 3000 stock index, the regression results indicate January coefficient is actually negative (-0.73) 
which represents the difference between mean January returns with that of mean returns of the other eleven months.  
The intercept representing the mean monthly returns of the non-January eleven months is 0.81.  Therefore, these 
results indicate January month returns are -0.73 percent lower than the mean returns of the other eleven months.  In 
other words, January returns are 0.08 percent (0.81 percent – 0.73 percent) in comparison to 0.81 percent mean 
monthly returns of the other eleven months.  These results indicate January returns are actually lower than that of 
mean returns of the other eleven months of the year.  Our results indicate January effect does not exist in the U.S. 
stock market represented by the Russell 3000 index for the period January 1997 to December 2014. 
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We also examined the existence of January effect in other stock indices.  Our results indicate January effect does not 
exist in the developed stock index.  The coefficient of January month is -1.18 percent lower than that of the mean 
returns of the other eleven months of 0.78 percent.  Therefore, January returns of the developed stock index are -
0.40 percent (0.78 percent-1.18 percent).  These results indicate January returns are not only lower than mean 
returns of other eleven months but actually have generated negative returns.  These results are similar when we 
examine existence of January effect in the regional stock market indices.  The January returns are negative and 
substantially lower than the mean returns of other eleven months.  These results clearly demonstrate non-existence 
of January effect in stock returns.  Finally, we compare January month returns with mean returns of the eleven non-
January month returns in the emerging stock market index.  Our results indicate January month returns are 0.10 
percent higher than the mean returns of non-January months of 0.76 percent which translates to 0.86 percent returns 
for the month of January.  These results indicate January returns are actually higher than mean returns of the 
remaining eleven months but are not statistically significant in the emerging stock market.  The results from these 
analyses demonstrate January effect does not exist anymore in stock returns globally. 
 
Table 2. Examination of The January Effect In Stock Index Returns 
Rit =  β0 + β1 January + εt 
January 1997 to December 2014 
Index β0 (Non-Jan) β1 (January) F-Value Significance df 
Russell 3000 
0.81 -0.73 0.42 0.519 215 
[2.48] [-0.65]    
(0.014) (0.519)    
Developed 
0.78 -1.18 1.08 0.300 215 
[2.38] [-1.04]    
(0.018) (0.300)    
Asia-Pacific 
0.58 -1.21 0.83 0.364 215 
[1.51] [-0.91]    
(0.132) (0.364)    
Europe 
0.86 -1.89 1.98 0.160 215 
[2.21] [-1.41]    
(0.029) (0.160)    
Latin America 
1.42 -1.48 0.51 0.475 215 
[2.38] [-0.72]    
(0.018) (0.475)    
Emerging 
0.76 0.10 0.01 0.956 215 
[1.52] [0.06]    
(0.129) (0.956)    
Note: T-statistics and p-values are in brackets and parenthesis. 
 
We want to confirm earlier conclusion by utilizing parametric t-tests as well as non-parametric Mann-Whitney U 
test analysis.  Therefore, we present the results utilizing these tests for the (non) existence of January effect in the 
next analyses.  The results are presented in Table 3. 
 
Table 3. Mean Monthly Returns of January Versus Non-January Months 
January 1997 to December 2014 
Index January Non-Jan Mean Diff. T-Stat. Sign. 
Russell 3000 0.08 0.81 -0.73 -0.65 0.519 
Developed -0.40 0.78 -1.18 -1.04 0.300 
Asia-Pacific -0.63 0.58 -1.21 -0.91 0.364 
Europe -1.03 0.86 -1.89 -1.41 0.160 
Latin America -0.06 1.42 -1.48 -0.72 0.475 
Emerging 0.86 0.76 0.10 0.06 0.956 
Note: January Months has 18 observations and Non-January Months have 198 observations.  Significance results from Mann-Whitney U Test 
statistics were similar as that of T-test statistics. 
 
We compared returns of January month with that of mean returns of other eleven months for each of the six stock 
indices for the overall period, January 1997 to December 2014 as reported in Table 3.  January returns are lower 
than mean returns of other eleven months in all stock indices except emerging stock index.  In fact, the developed 
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stock index and the three regional stock indices, Asia-Pacific, Europe and Latin-America stock indices generated 
negative returns in the month of January.  Significance results utilizing both parametric t-tests as well as non-
parametric Mann-Whitney U test statistics indicate January returns are not statistically different from mean returns 
of the other eleven months in each of the six stock indices.  These results reinforce earlier findings that January 
effect does not exist anymore in stock markets. 
 
Previous literature has proposed seasonal anomalies should be tested during different time periods.  An anomaly 
may behave differently when stocks market conditions are bullish in comparison when conditions are bearish.  We 
are therefore interested in examining the (non) existence of January effect during varying market conditions.  We 
decide to separate our overall time period (1997 to 2014) into three sub-groups.  It is well known that stock markets 
plummeted globally during the 2008-09 time period.  Therefore, we decided to reexamine prevalence of January 
effect during three sub-periods, i.e. (1) pre-crisis time period from January 1997 to December 2007, (2) Crisis time 
period from January 2008 to December 2009 and (3) post-crisis time period from January 2010 to December 2014.  
In the next analysis, we present overall returns and standard deviations during each of the three sub-periods.  The 
results are reported in Table 4. 
 
Table 4. Summary Statistics By Three Sub-Periods 
 Russell 3000 Developed Asia-Pacific Europe Latin-America Emerging 
Panel A:  Pre-Crisis Period (January 1997 to December 2007) 
Mean 0.76 0.81 0.61 1.01 2.03 1.12 
SD 4.33 4.09 5.15 4.44 8.38 6.78 
N 132 132 132 132 132 132 
 
Panel B: Crisis Period (January 2008 to December 2009) 
Mean -0.66 -0.71 -0.52 -0.87 0.77 -0.18 
SD 7.04 7.64 8.60 9.15 11.87 11.29 
N 24 24 24 24 24 24 
 
Panel C: Post-Crisis Period (January 2010 to December 2014) 
Mean 1.29 0.98 0.59 0.65 -0.10 0.39 
SD 3.91 4.19 4.20 5.62 6.49 5.33 
N 60 60 60 60 60 60 
 
We find generally a similar pattern in monthly returns of the three sub-periods for each of the six stock indices.  
Returns are positive during pre-crisis sub-period (January 1997 to December 2007) and then fall substantially and in 
fact generate negative returns during the crisis period (January 2008 to December 2009).  The lone exception is the 
Latin-America index where stock returns also fall during crisis period from earlier period like other indices but 
generated positive returns.  Returns increased during the post-crisis period (January 2010 to December 2014) for 
each of the stock indices generating positive returns except the Latin-America stock index.  The disparities in returns 
between the three sub-groups indicate to us that this grouping is ideal to examine the extensiveness of the (non) 
existence of the January effect.  In the next analysis reported in Table 5, we examined existence of the January effect 
during the three sub-periods for each of the six stock indices. 
 
We initially compared January returns with mean of the other eleven months of the year in Panel A of Table 5 for 
the pre-crisis period, January 1997 to December 2007.  January returns are higher than non-January mean monthly 
returns for two stock indices, Russell 3000 stock index and the emerging stock market index.  Alternately, January 
returns are lower than mean returns of remaining eleven months for the other four stock indices.  However, all these 
differences are not statistically significant when we compared these differences with parametric t-tests as well as 
non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test statistics. 
 
Next, we compared January returns with non-January mean returns during the crisis sub-period from January 2008 
to December 2009.  The results reveal January returns are substantial lower than mean returns of non-January 
months in all the six stock indices examined in this study.  The mean differences between January and non-January 
mean monthly returns of the six stock indices ranges from -10.68 percent (Europe index) to -4.65 percent (Latin-
America index).  Although these differences are extensive for each of the six stock indices, none of these differences 
are statistically significant. 
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Table 5. Mean Monthly Returns of January Versus Non-January Months 
Three Sub-Periods 
Index January Non-Jan Mean Diff. T-Stat. Sign. 
Panel A: Pre-Crisis Period (January 1997 to December 2007) 
Russell 3000 0.90 0.75 0.15 0.11 0.912 
Developed 0.33 0.85 -0.52 -0.41 0.686 
Asia-Pacific 0.23 0.65 -0.42 -0.26 0.798 
Europe -0.40 1.14 -1.54 -1.10 0.274 
Latin America 1.04 2.12 -1.08 -0.41 0.685 
Emerging 3.29 0.92 2.37 1.11 0.270 
 
Panel B: Crisis Period (January 2008 to December 2009) 
Russell 3000 -7.23 -0.06 -7.17 -1.41 0.173 
Developed -8.15 -0.03 -8.12 -1.48 0.154 
Asia-Pacific -8.46 0.20 -8.66 -1.39 0.178 
Europe -10.66 0.02 -10.68 -1.64 0.116 
Latin America -3.49 1.16 -4.65 -0.52 0.607 
Emerging -9.93 0.71 -10.64 -1.30 0.209 
 
Panel C: Post-Crisis Period (January 2010 to December 2014) 
Russell 3000 1.19 1.30 -0.11 -0.06 0.952 
Developed 1.10 0.97 0.13 0.07 0.948 
Asia-Pacific 0.63 0.58 0.05 0.02 0.984 
Europe 1.41 0.58 0.83 0.31 0.755 
Latin America -1.11 -0.01 -1.10 -0.36 0.721 
Emerging -0.16 0.44 -0.60 -0.24 0.813 
Note: Significance results from Mann-Whitney U Test statistics were similar as that of T-test statistics. 
 
Finally, we compared the performance of January returns with that of mean returns of other eleven months of the 
year during post-crisis period from January 2010 to December 2014.  The results are reported in Panel C of Table 5.  
January returns are higher than non-January monthly returns in three of the six stock indices.  However, all the 
differences in each of the six stock indices are not statistically significant. 
 
We conclude January effect does not exist in stock returns when we investigated this anomaly on recent data of 
January 1997 to December 2014.  The results remained incredibly consistent when the overall data was separated 
into three sub-periods.  The results from sub-period analyses confirm non-existence of January effect during periods 
of varying volatility time periods.  In addition, the results also indicate January effect does not exist when stock 
markets have generated relatively high returns or low returns. 
 
In the final analysis, we compared January returns with each specific month returns of the year.  Therefore, we 
utilize the following OLS dummy regression equation on each of the six index series as follows: 
 
Rit = β1iD1 + β2iD2 + β3iD3 + β4iD4 + β5iD5 + β6iD6 + β7iD7 + β8iD8 + β9iD9 
+ β10iD10 + β11iD11 + β12iD12 + ε (2) 
 
In equation 2, the Rit is the monthly return of each of the six index series utilized in this study.  D1 through D12 are 
dummy variables representing each month of the year.  Therefore D1 = 1 if monthly returns falls in January and 0 if 
monthly returns falls in any other calendar month.  Similarly, D2=1 if monthly return falls in February and 0 if 
monthly returns falls in any other calendar month of the year.  The dummy variables are likewise created for each of 
the twelve months of the year.  The βis are coefficients estimated from the regression equation and εt is the error 
term.  In equation 2, the estimated coefficient of β1i is mean monthly return for the month of January and the 
coefficient indicates if the mean return of that month is positive or negative and is statistically significant.  Similarly, 
the estimated coefficient of β2i represents the month of February as each of the coefficients represents each 
particular month of the year. The results of the above-mentioned six regression equations are reported in Table 6. 
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Table 6. OLS Regression Coefficients of All Months 
January 1997 to December 2014 
 Russell 3000 Developed Asia-Pacific Europe Latin-America Emerging 
January 0.08 -0.40 -0.63 -1.04 -0.06 0.86 
February -0.13 0.24 0.55 0.76 3.34 1.81 
March 1.84 1.64 1.52 1.45 2.96 1.50 
April 2.25** 2.51** 1.96 3.29** 3.36 2.26 
May 0.43 0.12 -0.61 -0.34 -0.54 -0.65 
June -0.08 0.07 1.14 -0.26 0.17 -0.13 
July 0.38 0.45 0.27 0.94 0.48 1.31 
August -0.81 -0.96 -1.05 -1.27 -1.83 -2.25 
September -0.33 -0.46 -0.22 -0.78 0.39 -0.74 
October 1.72 1.45 0.38 1.65 1.81 0.69 
November 1.61 1.23 0.53 0.96 0.97 1.18 
December 2.07 2.34** 1.90 3.01** 4.53** 3.44** 
Note: ** Significant at the 5 percent level. 
 
As reported in Table 6, January month returns are negative in four out of six stock indices for the overall period, 
January 1997 to December 2014.  The January returns are positive only in two stock indices, Russell 3000 index 
(0.08 percent) and the emerging stock index (0.86 percent) during this time period.  Nevertheless, January month 
returns are not statistically significant for each of the six stock indices.  Moreover, a closer observation of  each 
individual month return reveal January returns perform relatively poorly and is ranked lower in performance in 
comparison to most of the other eleven months of the year in each of these six stock indices.  For example, January 
month generated positive returns only in two stock indices, i.e., Russell 3000 and emerging stock indices.  The 
January month mean returns of 0.86 percent was ranked seventh out of twelve monthly returns of the year in the 
emerging stock index.  Specifically, mean monthly returns of February, March, April, July, November and 
December were relatively higher than returns of January in the emerging stock index.  The return of January month 
was also positive (0.08 percent) in the Russell 3000 stock index.  However, the performance of January returns was 
lower than seven other mean monthly returns in the Russell 3000 stock index.  Specifically, January returns were 
relatively lower than March, April, May, July, October, November and December.  Also recall, January month 
generated negative returns in the other four stock indices examined in this study.  The dismal performance of 
January month returns add further support to our earlier conclusion that January effect no longer exists in stock 
returns. Researchers may want to analyze if calendar months other than January generate significant high positive 
monthly returns in recent years.  For example, our analysis revealed April month returns are positive and statistically 
significant in there out of six and December month returns are positive and statistically significant in four out of the 
six stock indices examined in this study.  
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 
The discussion on existence, non-existence and re-existence of the January effect is very interesting and has received 
tremendous coverage in academic as well as professional literature.  We were interested in examining January effect 
in a representative U.S. stock index, developed stock index as well as different regional stock market indices and the 
emerging stock market index.  Our analyses clearly indicate January effect does not exist anymore in international 
stock returns.  Specifically, we initially investigated prevalence of January effect during recent time period from 
January 1997 to December 2014.  Subsequently, we examined the existence of January effect during different sub-
periods separating the tumultuous 2008-09 time period.  Our results indicate January effect does not exist during 
high as well as moderate volatility periods in each of the six stock indices examined in this study.  Additionally, our 
results also indicate January effect does not prevail when market conditions are bullish or bearish.  The results of 
this study provide compelling evidence that January effect does not exist anymore in stock returns. 
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